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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply Is specified above, the nraximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent terni adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I) 13 Responsive to connmunication(s) filed on 30 December 2005 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) 13 Claim(s) 1-3 and 5-10 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E1 Claim{s) 1-3 and 5-10 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .1 21 (d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments witli respect to claims 1-3 and 3-9 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 6 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 6 recites the 
limitation "the bed is disposed so that the top plate is inserted from a position in the 
vicinity of the column with large cross sectional area toward the center of the pair of 
magnets". The parent claim 1 , however, requires that "the bed is disposed so that the 
top plate is inserted toward the center of the pair of magnets from the side of the column 
with small cross sectional area...". Thus, claim 6 is inconsistent with its parent claim as 
no direction from which the bed could be inserted would satisfy both limitations. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary st<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Minas et al. (US 2002/0145426) in view of Kaufman et al. (US 
5,517,121). Minas et al. disclose a magnetic resonance imaging apparatus (Par 1) 
comprising a gantry including a pair of upper magnet and lower magnet arranged 
oppositely and concentrically in a vertical direction, sandwiching a measurement space 
to which an object to be examined is inserted (Par 33-34, Fig 1) and a pair of columns 
for supporting the upper magnet installed over the outer parts of the upper magnet and 
the lower magnet in the vertical direction (Par 34, lines 6-8), a bed on which the object 
is placed, including a top plate inserted into the measurement space (Par 3, Par 34 lines 
8-10), wherein the pair of columns is oppositely arranged with respect to a central axis 
of the upper magnet and lower magnet (par 14, lines 4-6; par 34 lines 6-8) and a cross 
sectional area of one column of the pair of columns is made smaller than that of the 
other (par 14 lines 7-10; par 15 lines 6-8). 

Minas et al. do not teach that the bed is disposed so that the top plate is inserted 
toward the center of the pair of magnets from the side of the column with small (or 
large) cross sectional area with respect to a line perpendicular to a line connecting the 
centers of the pair of columns and passing through the center of the pair of magnets, or 
the limitations of claims 5-7 or 10. 

Regarding claims 1 and 6, Kaufman et al. teach a MRI apparatus comprising two 
vertical support columns separating the magnets and between which a patient bed is 
inserted (col 1, lines 8-14), wherein the longitudinal axis of the patient bed is disposed 
non-perpendicularly with respect to the plane passing through the center of each 
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support column (col 2. lines 53-66; Fig 3B; col 5, lines 10-12— Kaufman teaches that the 
bed may be inserted from the direction of the vicinity of either pillar) in order to allow 
better access to the patient (col 3, line 64-67; col 4, lines 1-7, 19-27, 60-64). 

Regarding claims 5 and 10, Kaufman et al. teach that the direction of the line 
perpendicular to the line connecting the centers of the pair of columns and passing 
through the center of the pair of magnets intersects with the direction of the top plate 
insertion at an angle of 30 degrees (Fig 3B, 4B; col 5, lines 10-12). 

Regarding claim 7, Kaufman et al. teach that the bed may be moved about the 
periphery of the gantry so that the bed may be inserted from various angles (col 5, lines 
13-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to insert the patient support bed into the magnet gantry of 
Minas et al. at a non-perpendicular angle as above as per Kaufman et al., in order to 
achieve the better access to the patient sought by Kaufman et al (col 3, line 64-67; col 
4. lines 1-7, 19-27, 60-64). 

Regarding claim 2, Minas et al. further teach that the width of the column with the 
small cross-sectional area in a direction perpendicular to a line connecting the centers 
of the pair of columns is or smaller of that of the other column (Minas et a!., Par 1 5, 
lines 6-8; Fig 10). 

Regarding claim 9. Minas et al. further teach that the side surface of the column 
facing the magnet center is tapered (Fig 8, 10) with its top pursed toward an end (Fig 
6A). 
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5. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Minas et 
al. in view of Kaufman et al. as applied to claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9 and 10 above, and further 
in view of Chari et al. (US Patent No. 5,436,607). The combination of Minas et al. and 
Kaufman et al. does not teach the pair of columns having a shape curved toward 
ouside. 

Chari et al teach an open MRI magnet design in which the support 18 is bulged 
outward in the center (Col 2, lines 48-49). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply this design feature 
of Chari et al to the support structure of Minas et al. and Kaufman et al., in order to 
provide better access to the imaging volume (Chari et al., col 2, lines 28-32). 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Minas et 
al. in view of Kaufman et al. as applied to claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9 and 10 above, and further 
in view of Danby et al. (US 6,828,792). The combination of Minas et al. and Kaufman et 
al. does not teach the pillar with small cross sectional area having a substantially 
rectangular cross section, and its longitudinal direction corresponding to the diameter 
direction of the magnet. 

Danby et al. teach a support structure for an open MRI apparatus magnet (col 2, 
lines 14-35) wherein the support columns may be maintained at a required cross- 
sectional area without impairing access to the patient by making them rectangular In 
cross section with their longitudinal axis oriented in horizontal directions away from the 
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pole axis (col 1 1 , lines 17-28). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply this design principle of Danby 
et al. to the support pillars of Minas and Kaufman, in order to maintain sufficient cross 
sectional area to return the magnetic flux while avoiding obstructing access to the 
patient (Danby, col 11, lines 17-28). 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeremiah Shipman whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8439. The examiner can nomnally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30am- 
5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez can be reached on (571)272-2245. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Diego Gutierrez 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



